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Potential problems may arise for some teachers because they were introduced to technology later in life (or did not have access to technology) and may not have adopted the skills or fully adapted to the digital environment; or, they may have become jaded by the constant upgrades and changes to software and hardware. Koehler and Mishra (2009) highlight this perception noting that:  Teachers often have inadequate (or inappropriate) experience with using digital   technologies for teaching and learning. Many teachers earned degrees at a time   when educational technology was at a very different stage of development than it is   today. It is, thus, not surprising that they do not appreciate its value or relevance to   teaching and learning. (p. 62) Not only do these identified teachers think differently, as Prensky (2002) hints, but they may also process information, not through a technologically wired system, but a foundational locus based on more traditional, linear reading and writing literacy patterns, which may lead to many challenges faced in the classroom as Koehler and Mishra (2009) imply.  In 1989, the American Library Association noted that “[t]o be information literate, a person must be able to recognize when information is needed and have the ability to locate, evaluate and use effectively the needed information” (Campbell, 2004, p. 2). While some teachers may be “digital immigrants,” they possess the necessary skills needed to locate, evaluate, and use the information because these skills preclude technology. Similarly, The Centre for Literacy in Quebec (2006) points out that: In a technological society, literacy extends beyond the functional skills of   reading, writing, speaking, and listening to include multiple literacies such as 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 treated as mutually exclusive domains in research concerned with these   domains The practical consequence of such exclusion was production of   teacher education programs in which a focus on either subject matter or   pedagogy dominated. To address this dichotomy, he proposed to consider   the necessary relationship between the two by introducing the notion of PCK   (p. 6).  Often, pedagogy and content knowledge are viewed as separate entities that are linked in a broad educational sense but still addressed in isolation. Shulman (1986) argued for “pedagogical content knowledge” as the content knowledge that deals with the teaching process and further proposed that teachers and teacher preparation should focus on “the aspects of content most germane to its teachability” (Shulman, 1986, p. 9).    Mishra and Koehler (2006) supplemented Shulman’s concept to incorporate two other facets – Technological Content Knowledge and Technological Pedagogical Knowledge, which combined to form the model framework (TPACK) seen in Figure 1.1.  According to Mishra and Koehler (2006):  [t]he TPACK approach goes beyond seeing these three knowledge bases in   isolation. On the other hand, it emphasizes the new kinds of knowledge that   lie at the intersections between them. Considering P and C together we get   Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK), Shulman’s idea of knowledge of   pedagogy that is applicable to the teaching of specific content. Similarly,   considering T and C taken together, we get Technological Content Knowledge   (TCK), the knowledge of the relationship between technology and content. At   the intersection of T and P, is Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK), 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Definitions of Terms This section is devoted to identifying and defining terms commonly found in the associated literature. Throughout the course of this study, numerous terms coupling literacy with facets of technology have been used almost interchangeably, leading to some ambiguity and confusion in trying to pinpoint an appropriately definitive term. The lack of such a fundamental term may add to the absence of some sound pedagogical standards for teaching with technology. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, and in order to link with the TPACK framework and incorporate the critical, rhetorical component, the term critical digital literacy will be used.  Literacy: The term itself is more of an overriding umbrella that encompasses subsets of the  term. The most common terms found in the literature include, but are not limited to    basic reading, writing and interpreting, but further extend themselves into   information literacy, digital literacy, computer or web literacy, multiple literacies,   multi‐modal literacy, and media literacy. For purposes of this study the term used 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 will be critical digital literacy with a focus on technology as a means of   receiving, transmitting, evaluating and expressing ideas (Selfe 1999). Critical Technological Literacy: Cynthia Selfe (1999) suggests a "critical technological   literacy" that promotes a discerning, reflective rhetorical awareness of "the complex   set of socially and culturally situated values, practices, and skills involved in   operating linguistically within the context of electronic environments, including   reading, writing, and communicating" (p. 148). Selfe also proposes that students and   teachers "carefully analyze, [and] pay attention to, the technology‐literacy link at   fundamental levels of both conception and practice" (p. 148). Also, literacy is based   on the ability to compose, interpret, and evaluate discursive and non‐discursive text   by any technological means or media. Critical Digital Literacy: Term generally associated with other literacy terms (information,   computer, multimedia, and media literacy). Using Jones‐Kavalier & Flannigan’s   (2006) definition, digital literacy “represents a person’s ability to perform tasks   effectively in a digital environment, with ‘digital’ meaning information represented   in numeric form and primarily for use by a computer” (p. 9). Ezziane (2007) sees   digital literacy within a perspective focusing on “the basic practical skills needed to   use computer hardware, software, and networks” (p. 183). A more workable   definition will include the ability to recognize a growing assortment of interpretive   skills used to perform and solve problems in using the current technologies of the   time. 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Gee (2010) discusses four particular areas of study that highlight the difficulty in researching the area of literacy and determining that elusive definition of literacy. 1. New literacy studies, which was an endeavor that proposed to study literacy (reading and writing) as a socioculutral achievement rather than a cognitive one. 2.  Situated cognition studies, a contemporary approach to mind and learning that stresses the importance of experiences in the world to human thinking and problem solving and the ways in which these experiences are mediated by various tools and technologies. 3. New literacy studies (not to be confused with the one above) which was an area that studies new “literacies”—new types of literacy beyond print literacy—especially new digital literacies and literacy practices embedded in contemporary popular culture.  4. New media literacy studies, an area related to an older concern with media literacy regarding the ways in which people give meaning to and get meaning from various media. (p. 9‐10) Thus, the debate continues and others weighed in early in the process with their own particular insights into the issues surrounding technology.  McLuhan (1994) points out that, “the ‘message’ of any medium or technology is the change of scale or pace or pattern that is introduced into human affairs” (p. 8). At this time, the scale and pace of technological change (the rapid growth of Facebook and Twitter and the flood of applications for SmartPhones) is so fast that it is difficult putting an exact finger on literacy. 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Technology. Regardless of the perception that exists concerning technologies, the fact remains that technology will never go away and only continue to advance. What is currently being debated is how the technologies influence education and how to access those technologies for educational purposes (Buckingham, 2003; Gee, 2010; Hammond & Manfra, 2009; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 2006; Tyner, 1998). Therefore, at the root of the debate over literacy competency lay the questions about what characterizes the nature of literacy and the role technology plays in determining those characteristics. Selfe (1999), highlights the struggle by pointing out that: The history of educators’ involvement with the emergence of technological   literacy shows a complicated parallel development. Educators are aware of   the inequitable distribution of technology and the problems of access   associated with a society—and an educational system—increasingly   dependent on computers. On the other hand, they have increasingly adopted 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 and supported one official version of technological literacy, often ignoring a   range of other literacy practices and values in this country and, thus,   contributing to an impoverished agenda of literacy education. (p. 64) In contemporary society, the scope of technology and literacy encompasses numerous affiliations with institutions, technologies, and media. However, regardless of the affiliation, the task of preparing students for 21st century competence places the onus of that preparation squarely upon teachers’ shoulders. Specifically, the task seems to fall on English/language arts teachers as the skills necessary for examining, developing, and analyzing the products of digital communication (written, video, visual, and electronic documents) are taught in English/Language Arts courses. In a National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) policy brief, (2008) Kist (2005) noted the “need to prepare students for this world with problem solving, collaboration, and analysis – as well as skill with word processing, hypertext, LCDs, Web cams, digital streaming podcasts, Smartboards, and social networking software – [is] central to individual and community success” (p.1). Clearly, there is a need for faculty to remain up‐to‐date with technologies and instill critical thinking skills, because as new technologies begin to shape growing literacies, they provide more occasions for teachers at all levels to promote reading and writing in more varied and participatory contexts (21st Century Literacies, 2008, p. 14), thus helping develop much needed digital and literacy skills. Tyner (1998), reinforces the need for faculty to remain current by pointing out that: the use of technology for purposes of schooling is accelerating, and the   introduction of systematic instructional technology offers relevant education   a form of instruction [and] offers access to packaged education to vast 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 numbers of people, and introduces a mediated, machine‐to‐person   relationship into the learning equation that offers efficient transference of   information/knowledge” (p. 47). However, Tyner (1998) also advises that without first examining “social variables” (p. 50), faculty should be cautioned about the indiscriminate use of technology in the classroom as its use in this manner does little to further the goals of critical literacy.    Perhaps a cautionary note is warranted concerning the power of technology over students and the inclusion of technology as a tool in the classroom. Present technologies demand an appraisal of the entire educational system because the system has not fully adjusted to digital integration, perhaps because the “systems are comprised of instructors born during the analog age, who will never be as fluent with [technology] as their students because they will always retain, to some degree, a foothold or ‘accents’ to their past” (Prensky, 2001, p. 2). However, as faculty continue to move forward with their own learning, more and more “digital immigrants” are becoming more fluent with the technologies and are able to challenge technologically literate students. Nasah, DaCosta, Kinsell, and Seok (2010) found that while students have a good understanding of functional digital literacy, they “lacked a deep knowledge of the technologies themselves” (p. 533). Kvavik (2005) seconds this position as his research found that students know technology but “have less in‐depth application knowledge or problem solving skills” (p. 7.6) and that “students appear to be slower developing adequate skills in using information technology in support of their academic activities, which limits technology’s current value to the institution” (p. 7.17). Critical to student development is an educational system that 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certain technologies de jour. It is one thing to have access to technologies and another to know what to do with them. Tyner (1998) reinforces this idea harkening us back to Plato who found, “that using the technology of literacy was a relatively minor problem compared to what people did with the information that literacy made available to them” (p. 20). Advancing this thinking forward to more current times, Rosenberg (2010) points out that users of the Internet may feel a sense of empowerment; however, technology may also:  lead to public rejection, humiliation, contempt, and oppression. Such harmful   use of  the Internet can be attributed to a lack of consciousness regarding   how the Internet works, . . . how messages can be misconstrued, how images   and sound can change the objectives of a message, etc. (p. 8) Clearly, there should be (and to some degree there is) some governance or thought processes in place that prepare users to deal with potential difficulties. However, some students are just not ready for certain facets of technology and need guidance. Rosenberg (2010) supports this perception by stating that “people need to become Internet‐literate” meaning “users need to have the necessary skills [to use the technology]. . . and that teachers have to prepare them to acquire such skills” (p. 8). According to Pearson and Young (2002) digital literacy is more about the capabilities to understand the technological world rather than to operate pieces of it (p. 21‐22).  In many cases, teachers must also be prepared to enter the digital realm, fully armed to inculcate understanding in students of all ages. Unfortunately, a problem exists in maintaining teacher proficiency with technology in order to prepare students.  As changes in contemporary literacy practices accelerate and converge, social agencies are attempting to incorporate them with a speed equal to their availability   . . . 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undergraduates Diane  PhD/1996  University A  F  Mentoring beginning teachers; Young adult lit; Composition pedagogy; multimodal pedagogy and assessment 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Charles  MA/2001  University A  M  Writing center 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theory and 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 PhD/1971  University 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Brad  PhD/1978  University B  M  Science fiction; Electronic media/hypertext theory; 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fiction 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Content Knowledge: The Early Years. Brad followed the conventional educational track attaining his PhD in 1978. His vitae is awash with varied experiences ranging from the traditional scholarship consisting of committee work, publishing articles and books to the more non‐traditional multi‐media/electronic publications, consulting, and TV series all based around his interest in technology and teaching English. During the interviews, Brad frequently referenced authors, book titles, and colleagues, both at his home institution and colleagues and sources from other universities throughout the country. He consistently wove in his teaching with his early and storied attachment to technology, which dates back to the 1980’s. In the early 90’s, he was part of the first digital classroom in Iowa that linked 24 computers and focused on creating multi‐media artifacts to be put on the web. Brad shared:     I taught that course several years, finally moved it out of the Info Arcade and      as the Web got more developed by 1995‐’96 somewhere in there we were      putting all of the projects on the Web.  And my initial experience was I got a      lot of students who were incredibly motivated by that.  I mean if you        remember back ’95‐’96 the Web was still pretty exciting, pretty new stuff. 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 We were doing all the html coding ourselves; we weren’t using any type of      editor or anything.    In 1994, as a member of the English department at University B, Brad received a grant in order to establish multimedia stations for self‐paced tutorial work for a literature class. As recently as 2008, Brad developed a multimedia/electronic lecture series dealing with writing.  He has a long and involved history with English and technology and continues to demonstrate his commitment to undergraduate education by currently serving as Director of a General Education Literature Program.  
Pedagogy: What Characterizes Teaching of Critical Thinking/Literacy. Brad’s early involvement with technology and undergraduate education has led him to develop his perspective on critical thinking. The implication garnered from his answers indicated that his teaching has reflected a critical/rhetorical approach for quite some time. However, because of his close ties to technology so early in his career, he found it difficult to separate one from the other. When Brad talks about critical thinking, he stated that: I am actually thinking about questioning and asking the next question. And   unfortunately, I think that’s where  technology breaks down in that it is easy   not to question the source that you are working with. It is easy to skim over   the surface and to connect to other bits of information. It is not as mandatory   that you ask, how good is this information? I just think of critical thinking as   always questioning the source, questioning all of the rhetorical aspects, what   kind of persona is something projecting, what kind of purpose does it have,   what are the   obvious slants in what it’s doing, what is the argument. 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give students.”  Therein lies another challenge to teaching critical digital literacy and Brad’s response to this is: I would say there’s an exciting breadth and the challenge is to make sure   that the breadth doesn’t stay just on the surface on connecting. You know,   just some buzzwords and things like that to actually push into the ideas    underlying it and to question the ideas. And that really takes slowing   students down some. Even though Brad finds it necessary to adjust his teaching and slow students down to be more engaged with the text, he finds that that “it’s easier to teach now because I have so many more resources that I can call upon in the classroom.” It is also important that he models the critical thinking process for his students by not only finding and using interesting digital avenues, but continuing to press the issue of deep rhetorical thought.      When I go into a classroom . . . I’ll go to YouTube for something . . . and I find      the Othello rap. And I will bring that into the classroom and for me, I’m really      interested in what the rap for all of its entertainment value and all of its      superficial, you know, kind of cheesy aspect, what it gets right. I mean, you      know, because it becomes a kind of adaptation or interpretation. You know,      and it kind of fits in with all of the pop songs and everything else that goes      there and it gets to be a little bit harder to convince them that this stuff is just     pleasurable and it is funny and it’s entertaining but to get them to realize that     it also is an opportunity or challenge for critical thinking on their part for      making connections to the more serious aspects of what we are doing. 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and technical writing, creative writing, and program development. Charles noted that he received experience outside of education in one capacity as a chemist where he, “got a lot of background writing in that sort of thing, report writing, standard operating procedures for chemistry, experiments and so on.”  Other non‐education employment afforded him with a unique perspective on communication across the curriculum and provided extensive content knowledge in a number of areas beginning with his involvement with tutoring and writing center administration starting in 1988. Charles was recently the director of a writing and media center at University A and currently works with and teaches undergraduate English composition.  A major influence in Charles’ development as a teacher began in college when he and a philosophy professor would spend time discussing philosophy:     when I would talk with Mr. Clayburn you know; we’d sit in his office and talk      about philosophy and relate it to the politics of the school of the time which      were always a little crazy. That was both fun, challenging and made me think      of the material in ways that “yeah that makes sense.” And I always liked the      intellectual inquiry at the time.  Charles did not stop there with his intellectual inquiry and developing a critical or rhetorical stance with literacy. Charles declared that he has had a long history in basic literacy (reading and writing) dating back to his youth when he shared that he, “was always interested in writing” and because of his background, has placed a great deal of emphasis on writing and reading, indicating that he was a “pretty strong reader at a young age.” Given his strong literacy background, and his work as a tutor, Charles’ emphasis is on the discovery process wherein he and his students try to: 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Content Knowledge: The Early Years. Abby received her PhD in 1971 and has been with University B’s English department since the early 70’s. Among her many accomplishments, she was awarded the honor of Distinguished Professorship in English. Abby teaches both undergraduate and graduate students and has served in numerous capacities both inside and outside the institution.  Her publishing and teaching interests involving poetry and the influence of technology extend from 1998 when she explored poetry and acoustical technologies to her present teaching and research interests in merging the pedagogy of poetry and new media. Abby commented that she got interested in technology “and the way in which film, radio and modern broadcast media affected the ambition of poets.” She indicated that her interest in this topic came “naturally” when she shared:   I started to notice in H.D.’s poetry a real change that I think and my argument   was it came from being very, very conscious of the orality of the whole thing   and so it didn’t make the kind of linear sense that print text do. It made more   sense of like a play script or a chant or a hymn, the kinds of things that come   orally. So then of course I got really interested in how the media poetics was   developing and I’ve been working with them maybe 10 years or more. And of 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 course, you know, the media poetics, there were people who were writing   poems for computers in the 1950s after Alan Turing and the Universal Turing   Machine and the early computer history, but it really wasn’t until the Internet   that this work got disseminated and the Internet was ’94, ’95. So it’s been 15   years, basically, that’s it. And of course during that 15 years, the programs   that you can write in, use to write in has changed drastically and the   memories of computers and people’s facility with computers has changed.     So it’s a very dynamic and volatile field.   Abby’s view that technology is not grounded in the modern view of “technology is all about computers and iPads,” but includes the early technologies of our time like radio and television. This historical viewpoint adds a particular depth to her content knowledge and her perspective on technology and poetry sharing that:  During a certain period in the 20s and 30s as radio was booming, what   happened was it vastly augmented the audience for poets. And at the very   same moment, politicians were using radio. So you had FDR’s chats and   Hitler broadcasting on the radio and so poets like Ezra Pound, H.D., Edith   Sitwell, got onto the radio and began to broadcast their poetry which then   began to have kind of cultural ambitions that wouldn’t be comfortable if the   poetry was considered a coterie production or a small group elite production.   Abby also pointed out that she has taken the connection between poetry and technology into the 21st century by noting that her current research is looking at poetry on the internet. Her comments on the interaction of poetry and technology displayed her interest in and her knowledge of the two when she shared an example: 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influence her practice. When asked about her approach to teaching the digital poetry experience, she noted that: What I’ve learned to do is start from the very beginning with the premise that   you do not read a poem on the screen in the same way you read a poem in a   book. And so what I do is do the first three weeks – not enough but it has to   do – in terms of media regimes so I have them read Walter Ong, for example,   on orality and that long, long period of time when poems were always   delivered mouth to ear and then the effect of print and print literacy and   books and now the effect of the screen. And then the question that I ask is   what are the poetics that are productive for screen based reading? If you   think of poetry as poiesis or the process of making, what is the process of   making when you’re making what I would call that a textual instrument   rather than a print poem.      Her statements are indicative of the approach she takes in modeling for her students the type of critical thinking she wishes from them and the type of interaction that can exists between technology and poetry. This approach to digital literacy is extended when she shared the following:    Poetry on the internet – this is where my research is going now – is really only useful if it’s digitally borne, I think.  In other words, if it’s composed for the computer. Poetry that is transcribed onto the computer, sits there. It doesn’t do anything. 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Pedagogy: What Characterizes Teaching of Critical Thinking/Literacy. Diane’s current teaching position at University A gives her and her students access to certain technologies which make teaching and learning easier. However, while advanced technologies are available, Diane appreciates the impact of something as long‐standing as a PowerPoint presentation when she stated that: For instance, when I make a PowerPoint it makes it much easier to go in and   change it the next time than it is to have to redo an overhead transparency or   to write things on the chalkboard or whatever. I think it is just much easier.     And the students seem to be more interested in it.    Diane’s assessment of her students’ interests in PowerPoint does not detract from her focus on how technology should be used when she shared that: Critical technological literacy would be using technology to further one’s   knowledge, to analyze information, and to use it to – in a creative way to   demonstrate knowledge or to show an analysis. So it can either be using it or   it can be – like with the internet all of those years – or it can be using it to   create something. And both ways are critical, using your critical thinking. 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Despite the fact that Diane’s pedagogy has been structured to include technology, and she models a critical/rhetorical approach to technology, she points out that, in her case at University A, she faces challenges noting: That we need to ‐‐ the fact that I have to haul my own laptop to class, that we should be able to have it where you just put a flash drive in and you’re set to go. I also think we need to have Smart Boards and that’s coming more and more to the schools and we don’t even have it here at the university.    If universities are to prepare teachers and our students for an advancing digital world, model critical digital literacy, and meet the students at their own level when they enter the classroom, a teacher’s pedagogy must reflect access to current technologies. Diane points out that, “we’re way behind the times as a university. I even had to bring my own projector because I was in a classroom without a projector.”   Regardless of the seeming lack of institutional support of her pedagogy, Diane remains undeterred in her pursuit of learning whatever technology is necessary to enhance the learning experience of her students. According to Diane: I’ve experimented some with all the different things my student teachers are   doing. They are doing Glogster and so many different things, Book Shelf –   Shelfari, that’s the name of it, is one. A lot of things like with surveys, like   having students do surveys. I’ve used the clickers before and that works well.   So I’ve experimented with a lot of different things.    As Diane continues to experiment with technology, she models a critical approach, which is passed to her students when she shared that: 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I like the essential questions where you ask yourself, what is it that I really   want to teach this period? What question do I want to raise for students?     And I think that is more important.  I try to ‐‐ I have students working with   writing lesson plans and for them to say we are going to teach chapter 7   doesn’t work. They have to know what it is in chapter 7 that they’re going to   teach.   As Diane continues to challenge herself, she realizes that, “I’m the “digital immigrant” yes, where things don’t come naturally for me; I really have to work at it.”  
Technology: Approaches to Critical Digital Literacy. Diane concedes her “digital immigrant” status, but that does not deter her from continuing to expand her knowledge about technology, nor her insistence on a critical approach to its use. She provided an example of the type of modeling and expectation she has for her students when she stated:  I started by showing two objectives, the same thing written two different   ways and had them vote on which was better A or B. And by the time we had   gone through  about 10 of those, they could see how it needed to be specific,   what words to use, they were getting more of the idea of it. And then the next   slide, I would show one where it was changed. You know, it would be the   same thing up at the top and then down at the bottom in a different color   would be how it could be written well after they had talked about it. So they   got to participate where every kid was participating with every example just   by raising their hand or by voting on good, bad, or average, and then by   figuring out how to create it better. And so I would say turn to your partner  and figure out how you would write this one better. And then I would call 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Technology: Approaches to Critical Digital Literacy. Because of Rick’s extensive history with technology, asking him about technology, critical thinking and the future of digital literacy held promise. When asked to define critical digital literacy, Rick shared that:  I would describe it as having the skill and ability to accomplish the task   required of your job and ability to learn new technologies, so using   technology to accomplish those tasks. None of us are going to have jobs   where we – so that literacy – literacy in that sense means I can learn to use   the software because we are always going to be learning new software; it’s 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Teaching with Technology This theme emerged as the most instructive from the data analysis. Participants had noticed changes in how students were learning and recognizing these changes helped participants situate their thinking in terms of classroom practice. According to Prensky (2006), teachers are dealing with a digital native student who views digital devices and programs the same way “digital immigrants” view the TV and the telephone. Brad made a comment that contextualized the changing nature of student thinking and learning and spoke to reasons for being forced (personally or institutionally) to invest more time into teaching with technology: You simply can’t keep people away from what the techno‐sphere is doing. I   mean, can you imagine someone who would choose not to use the Web? Who   would choose not use e‐mail or Facebook or something like that? It’s   inconceivable. It’s like choosing not to use electricity.  Currently, research is beginning to intimate that students’ brains are changing as a result of technology’s influence (Carr, 2011; Prensky, 2009; Tapscott, 2008). Greenberg (2008) suggests that the brain’s neuroplasticity is acutely adapted to change “as our experience changes” (para. 2). The implication is that constant immersion in the digital world has changed the cognitive patterns of the brain and the students’ “mental reflexes and habits” (Tapscott, 2008 p. 1). Recognition of this new dynamic imposes a paradigm shift in which educational adjustments in teaching and learning is warranted. In response to this new development in student learning styles, the way teachers deliver their content and adapt their teaching style, required adjustments in the overall 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pedagogical stances taken by the participants. Given the current evolving digital technologies, and the fact that students are processing information differently (Carr, 2011), teachers must change methods to integrate select technologies in the classroom that meet these new demands. Brad suggests a strategy that meets the needs of both student and teacher when he commented that:  I’ve always tried to teach technology in terms of continuity rather than   discontinuity. Rather than saying this is a brave new world in which we   leave the old world behind, I try to show how most of the issues that organize   thought in the old world are going to still organize thought in the new world,   it’s just that we’re going to work with them differently.  All the participants recognized the changes taking place in student learning and, while curiosity might have prompted their initial foray into technology, the need to “just take them where they are and bring them to a higher level” (Diane) is now a major driving force in the participants’ investment in technology. Therefore, in order to “take them where they are,” all the participants had to rethink how they approached teaching with technology to engage students who process information in different ways. While the participants all thought that technology was a key component to their teaching, what the “digital immigrant” participants hope will not get lost in the technology is the critical thinking/analysis component of learning content knowledge. During analysis of the data, I realized the participants understood the nature of how their pedagogy and their students’ differing learning styles affected technology use in the classroom.  Charles recognized his need to increase his efforts in choosing appropriate 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noted that many students had experience cropping pictures, posting comments, or editing videos, which were then uploaded to the web.  As a result of these skills, students were more connected to the digital experience and that connection was used to further engage them in deeper reflection about course content. Therefore, when the participants included that connectivity through technology, they found that students were more likely to accept and understand a greater degree of depth and breadth of content.  Josh recounts an example of the type of depth and breadth reached by students explaining that his students were reading from a digital reader and “being able to touch a word and then have the computer give [them] a choice, do you want to look this up in the dictionary or do you want to look it up in Wikipedia.” As an instructor, he is also able to do “Internet searches and bring up either images or videos that [he] can then present to the class or use in the class, or put on the learning management system.” Diane also relayed an example that showed the capabilities of technology to add depth to a lesson. In her example, students were given laptops and asked to access a website with different book covers listed and then: they were to make predictions about what they saw from the cover and then   they were to rank which of the covers they liked most. And before that she   used a thing called Shelfari, where they were to tell how do I select books.     Do I do it by author, by title, by looking a them on the shelf? Do I look at   which ones have gotten awards, do I look at the cover, the back cover? And   they answered those kinds of questions. And then she put them into a – one   of those quiz type of things that tabulates the answers so at the end of the 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 class period she could show on a bar graph what were the top rankings in the   class. This type of engagement and involvement with the content through technology added substantial depth and breadth to assignments and proved to be a means for students to connect with content. Diane explained this concept by providing a classroom example where:       you can have kids come to class having read a novel or a short story and then      they each write a sentence or just words that would be the themes that they      see and then they can text that into their cell phone to a certain number and     then you can show all of them on the screen and then you can put them all      into WordAll and it will show which words appear the most. And so that’s a      great way of using student involvement that every student is involved and      instead of just starting with here are the themes, like a lecture or just asking      a whole class discussion of what are the themes, that you’ve already gotten      student input in order to start the discussion. Another classroom example described by Abby also supports this premise when she stated that her students were, “really good at seeing the aesthetic of the screen because they have a lot of experience with screens.”  As previously stated, the participants discovered that available technology gave them greater access to a host of videos, programs, software, and hardware. Because they had increased access, they were then able to make adaptations to their teaching practice resulting in a change in how they delivered content. 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PARTICIPANT SIGNATURE  Your signature indicates that you voluntarily agree to participate in this study, that the study has been explained to you, that you have been given the time to read the document and that your questions have been satisfactorily answered. You will receive a copy of the written informed consent prior to your participation in the study.   Participant‘s Name (printed)                                              (Participant‘s Signature)         (Date)   










programs, etc.  Technology Knowledge 1. How do you view/define critical technological literacy? 2. To what degree do you consider yourself technologically literate?  3. Describe the barriers you have encountered to learning technology. 4. Describe personal learning experiences using technology. a. Maybe the questions from article here b. 1. I know how to solve my own technical problems.  c. 2. I can learn technology easily.  d. 4. I frequently play around with the technology.  e. 5. I know about a lot of different technologies.  f. 6. I have the technical skills I need to use technology.  g. 7. I have had sufficient opportunities to work with different technologies. 5. Describe personal teaching experiences using technology. a. Looking for assignments or activities that stand out but don’t want to limit it. 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Content Knowledge 1. What steps do you take to develop your understanding of literacy and undergraduate English?  2. Do you teach a critical/rhetorical approach to your courses?  3. What do you want the outcome of your course to be?  4. What do you expect students to learn?  5. What do students need to know and be able to do after they finish your course? – may depend on the course. 6. What do you expect the students to know prior to your class?  7. What do students need to know in order to successfully complete the course both from a critical/rhetorical nature as well as technological nature? 8. Is teaching a critical/rhetorical component a natural part of your teaching philosophy?  Pedagogical Knowledge 1. Has your pedagogy changed over the years? If so, how has it changed and what has prompted the change? 2. How do you adapt your teaching style to different learning styles? What strategies/methods do you use/found most effective? 3. What types of assessment do you use and do you see one type as more effective than others? 4. What classroom management strategies have you developed and which is the most effective? 5. How do you assess what students know prior to the start of you courses?  Pedagogical Content Knowledge 1. What teaching strategies do you use to guide student thinking and learning in your undergraduate English courses? 2. Explain the approach you take when teaching undergraduate English.   Technological Content Knowledge 1. What specific technologies do you use to enhance literacy? 2. What technologies do you find the most useful in teaching undergraduate English? 3. What technologies would you like to include for teaching undergraduate English?  Technological Pedagogical Knowledge 1. What technologies do you use to enhance teaching approaches for your course? 2. What technologies are most appropriate for enhancing students’ learning for a class? 3. What strategies/thinking do you use to prepare technology lessons for your course? 4. As we all do, do your reflections on the success/failure of technology enhanced lessons affect changes in teaching strategies? 5. What adaptations to technology have you used  6. What technologies would you like to include in your approach to teaching? 7. What technologies do you think students should know before leaving your course/graduating from college? 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TPACK 1. Do you teach lessons the appropriately combine literacy, technologies and teaching approaches? 2. How do you select technologies to use in your classroom to enhance what you teach, how you teach, and what students learn? 3. Describe how you combine content, technologies and teaching approaches. 4. What role do you provide in helping others coordinate the use of content, technologies, and teaching approaches? 5. How do you select technologies that enhance the content for a lesson? Provide a couple examples of the technologies and lessons. 6. What motivation(s) is there to use/continue to use technology as a tool to develop critical technological literacy?  Modeling  1. Do you feel you model the skills you want students to learn? If so, explain the steps you take to model the skills you want students to learn? 2. What assignments/lessons have you developed/provided that model combining content, technologies and teaching strategies? Explain the development of the assignment/lesson. What changes have you made to accommodate changes in technology or changes in student skill levels (both literacy and technology skills) 3. What strategies do you employ to establish and model a critical/rhetorical approach to technology and English? 4. Do you allow/encourage students to model/teach technology skills you do not have? Explain how this approach works, how well it works, and what benefits you and/or students derive from this type of teaching method. 5. Describe a specific episode where you effectively demonstrated or modeled combining content, technologies, and teaching approaches in a classroom lesson. Please include in your description what content you taught, what technology you used, and what teaching approach(es) you implemented. If you have not had the opportunity to teach a lesson, please indicate that you have not. 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